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WALTER L. HOPKINS MEMORIAL SCHOLARSHIP 


The Walter L. Hopkins Memorial Scholarship was awarded to V. F. Duckett of Washington, D. C., who 
obtained ten values on the first five Class “‘A”’ projets of the current school year. S. Pilafian, of New York, 
placed second with 6% values, and A. W. Icke, of Atelier Eschweiler-Milwaukee, placed third with 4 values. 


The following discussions of the judgments are presented as an unofhcial opinion by a member of the 
Jury especially delegated for this purpose. Although the Committee on Education hopes that these informal 
discussions will prove of value to the students, they cannot be interpreted as the collective opinion of the Jury. 


ClAso SA? Ne PROJET 
“A MONUMENT TO JOHANN SEBASTIAN BACH” 


The Jury had to realize the complexity lying behind the title of the program and finally to realize the 
primary importance of its first and last condition that it be a monument and an inspiration. ‘Those at all 
familiar with the music of Bach or who have ever lived in or visited a community where his music is really a 
part of the community cultural life would be the most difiident to engage upon the task of adequately 
expressing its sublimity or of properly housing the rehearsal and performance of it and yet, the program 
left no choice of any other approach excepting that of full cognizance of the lofty character of the music and 
of the ecstatic reverence of its devotees. This program, as the Jury was told, was written expressly for the 
purpose of confronting the student with a problem involving the higher realms of culture in such a definite 
way as to be in complete contrast to problems in military, political, administrative, civic, industrial and to a 
lesser degree, academic and religious monuments. No better subject could have been chosen to answer 
this purpose and no more explicit suggestions as to the real traditions of this art could have been given. 
The Jury, therefore, though fully aware of the problem’s difficulties, were in time impressed favorably with 
its salient demands and prepared to judge on this basis. 

The three main elements demanded by the program are as follows—first, that the proposed building 
shall be a commemorative monument; second, that it shall be a festival auditorium of the most perfect 
design possible; third, that it shall be a place where large community groups will feel inspired to devote 
themselves daily to the study of an austere art. “The most common weakness among the designs as a whole 
was the failure to sufficiently express the first requirement. To take an auditorium and simply place a 
piece of sculpture on a pedestal in front of it does not suffice to make it a monument. Many designs were 
too much like theatres and many were entirely too reminiscent of the concert hall projet of several years ago. 
The best solutions were those in which a monumental note permeated the whole building giving it a subtle 
distinction and individuality without which it were better such a building be never built. Some designs, 
but they were few, erred on the side of being inappropriately monumental to the point where their striving 
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for the spectacular caused their plans and sections to be impractical and their elevations little short of 
grotesque. Monumentality does not come only from colossal sculpture or tremendous surfaces of blank 
wall. The Jury though apparently searching for monuments did not neglect to keep in mind all three 
requirements and to look consistently for these three elements properly balanced and combined. 

There was much discussion as to what constituted the best acoustical form for an auditorium. It was 
admitted that in spite of marked advances in acoustical engineering, the engineers themselves could not agree 
with each other on this point. The form most in favor however was described to be rectangular in plan, 
with flat ceiling, walls not too absorbent, sides of room splayed toward platform, back wall flat, no curved 
walls anywhere excepting possibly at the platform end. Elliptical, circular, and vaulted forms are not 
favored. In view of the divergence of expert opinion on the subject of acoustics it was agreed by the Jury 
that the designs would not be judged on the basis of acoustical design. Other important considerations in 
the festival auditorium problem are to have very liberal and direct means of ingress and egress and to open 
these out into the surrounding landscape which should be studied as a part of the auditorium and to express 
the peculiar qualities of the circulation of festival throngs. 

The third element of the program was frequently treated perfunctorily. The relationship of performers 
to auditors in this problem should be open, direct and dignified. Such opportunities for distinguishing this 
plan from that of any auditorium were much neglected. ‘The same may be said for such details as the treat- 
ment of the organ and also of the trombone choir gallery which though but a detail belonged to that group 
of elements which if properly studied and developed might have lifted the conventional plan above the 
commonplace. The Jury could not see any justification for certain asymmetrical corner schemes or any other 
arbitrarily chosen scheme which seemed not to come from a real necessity in plan or which seemed to be 
chosen for limitations in site which certainly did not exist in this case. They were also not inclined to favor 
any bizarre and ultra-modern designs which did not meet the fundamental requisites as outlined above. 

Of the medal designs that of Mr. Stathes, of Catholic University, approached the nearest to being a 
balanced solution of the three parts of the program. His entrances in plan bring performers and auditors 
together across a broad plaza with gardens beyond for the use of all. The features peculiar to Bach are 
placed so as to be true features and not mere appendages and are tied together with the conventional parts 
of the plan into one monumental ensemble. ‘The reception room is well placed, emphasizing the community 
atmosphere and maintaining a grave dignity. The vestibules are open and spacious, with the foyer opening 
out all around into well-planned gardens. His elevation shows us not a theatre but a monument as the pro- 
gram has called for and in spite of this it is a place where the performers would gather all year round and not 
feel themselves to be inhabiting a cold and empty convention hall. The elevation of this design has one 
feature that was not well regarded by most of the Jury and that is the treatment of the base of the tower 
with a kind of large portrait head that looks as if it might have slipped there from the top of the shaft. In 
plan some necessary services have been relegated to unseen regions with but very scant means of reaching 
them. These defects are not enough fo seriously detract from a design that has met the program in such a 
well-rounded way. 


For a scheme that is essentially an auditorium, Mr. Culbertson’s design, of the University of Pennsyl- 
vania, rises far above its conventional form and becomes an inspired monument expressing throughout all 
three elements of the program knit together as an integral unit. The monument to Bach concentrates itself 
at the center of the elevation like a dark and mighty pedal note and from there spreads itself outward and 
upward in rich architectonic forms suggestive of a many-voiced fugue or a gothic cathedral. The plan and 
section are extremely complete and expressive of the program’s elements with a fine solemnity extending 
even into the landscape outside. The organ and the trombone gallery have been remembered and incor- 
porated with telling effect. The rooms devoted to the performers are not so inviting nor so well articulated 
on the exterior as in Mr. Stathes’ scheme, but are well studied to function amply and to take their places in a 
scheme that is treated with great dignity in every part. 


The design of Mr. James, Jr., of Carnegie Institute of Tech., won its esteem with the Jury by its very 
monumental conception of the forecourt and tower although the relation of these features to the auditorium 
was not considered to be entirely good by some of the Jury. The vaulted ceiling of the auditorium would be 
quite contrary to acoustical success and the curving, stepped side of the auditorium would not be likely to 
result in an elevation that could measure up to the geometric monumental quality of the forecourt. In this 
design the performers’ group has received the secondary consideration that was characteristic of most of 
the designs submitted. Mr. Mason’s design, of Yale University, was commended for the direct and practical 
lines of its plan and elevation. The festival quality is very much in evidence in the treatment of the gardens 
which have received here a rather playful interpretation which might be appropriate or might not according 
to the particular community where it would be built. The auditorium has a form that answers to the 
description given earlier in this report as being the best known at this time, and it has the virtue of looking 
as if it would be within the average community’s budget today. 


The second medal designs with the exception of Mr. Saarinen’s, of Yale University, (which is similar 
to that of Mr. Stathes) have the usual disposition of elements. All have in varying degree realized the 
three important requirements of the program and have well-shaped auditoriums, spacious foyers, studied 
entourage, a good conception of the importance of the “backstage” regions, and elevations that really aspire 
to the difficult task assigned to them by the program. Mr. Saarinen deserves commendation for his solution 
for it attracted perhaps more than any other the individuality inherent in the program. The circulation 1s 
somewhat cramped for the performers although their rooms are placed well. “The auditorium shape is open 
to criticism both for acoustical properties and for the awkward seating arrangements. ‘The design of Mr. 
Duckett, of Catholic University, was well received with the exception of the front foyer which has a pinched 
appearance where the curving colonnade interrupts an otherwise generous circulation. 
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The Jury felt that this program was more than usually complicated in its requirements and that it was 
a very hard problem in the interpretation of a number of somewhat conflicting requirements. It was 
gratified with the fairly large group of solutions which made very splendid attempts to meet all of these 
demands and its tendency was to reward those designs liberally for their merits rather than to penalize them 
for the many and perhaps unimportant faults mentioned in this report. 


J. RowLanp Snyper, Philadelphia, Pa. 


CEASsiab: V PROJET 
“«’ BEACH CLUB” 


The solving of this projet appeared to offer a considerable difference in the interpretation of the pro- 
gram, as no general dimension or limitation of size was given and nothing was stated that gave any indication 
of the accommodations required, excepting that 120 persons be provided for in the dining room, the drawings 
submitted ranged from large size casinos, to small beach clubs which apparently was the intent of the program. 
Providing that the mandatory requirements of the program were shown, and arranged in their proper rela- 
tion, no exception to this difference was taken by the Jury. 

It was also called to the attention of the Jury, that the word ‘“‘Cabanas” in the inland towns is applied to 
a temporary canvas bath house, while in the East, it is applied to a rather more sumptuous shelter tent, 
erected on the beach where small groups might retire in privacy; and on inspection of the drawings, some had 
evidently taken it to mean permanent bath houses. - In view of these conflicting conditions the Jury was 
therefore lenient in their decisions on this point. : 

The program mentioned the four principal elements that comprised the club building, but many students 
added coat rooms, offices, bar rooms, etc., which would in all probability be necessary. The Jury did not 
penalize any student for adding these, providing they were properly incorporated in a working scheme; but 
exception was taken when it was found that many students in their planning had included excess areas, 
serving no functional purpose except perhaps to create a balanced plan, and had then sought to justify its 
inclusion by naming it for some of these offices, although such space was not fitted either by size or position 
to be so employed. 

In a club of this nature, the principal use of which is to enjoy the benefit of sea atmosphere and bathing 
facilities, at a place which the program described, as of indefinite extent, would seem to call for a type of 
building that would have an openness and freedom that is denied when city conditions prevail. Yet few 
seemed to grasp this fundamental requisite, for there were quite a number of plans criticized for this reason, 
the chief fault seemed to be the creation of a too compact and confined building, with dark unlighted floor 
areas, long inside corridors, and often principal rooms lighted from only one end or from one corner. Such 
conditions by any stretch of the imagination, cannot be justified in a club of this type. Many of these con- 
ditions seemed to be forced by attempting to create meaningless forms, or to impose too monumental a 
character to an otherwise simple plan, thus destroying the character that should be expressive of the purpose 
it serves. 

Inadequate kitchen services was another general fault, in many cases only a pantry was shown, with 
some indication marked on the plan that the kitchen was in the basement. ‘These methods appear to be 
frankly dodging the issue of a requirement called for in the program. 

Many plans submitted, grouped the pools in front of the club house, thus destroying the value of the 
beach; this parti was not considered a very good solution and not one of them had sufficient merit in it to 
justify a First Mention “Placed”’. 

However, the standard of excellence shown by the drawings, was far above the average; the competition 
was keen, and those receiving the higher awards may be justly commended for the results achieved. 

The plan submitted by W. H. Van Benschoten, of Yale University, is one of the best solutions offered. 
The disposition of the pools in relation to the club and beach are ideal; the separation of the children’s 
wading pool, and placing it in a position close to the club house, where nurses and children could congregate 
without interfering with the adults recreation is especially desirable. ‘The building is well planned, excepting 
that the two staircases in such close proximity to each other seem superfluous. 

The elevation is a simple expression of a small beach club logically derived from its plan; there is no 
attempt to build it up as a grandiose monumental mass, which would have robbed it of all its charm and 
simplicity; its composition and scale give it a distinction that is lacking in many of the other problems. 
Even the awnings which are of practical value when heated glass surfaces are almost unbearable, add the 
final decorative touch that contributes to its excellence. 

The projet submitted by R. F. Hills, of Yale University, presented a well planned building with an 
elevation that is a direct and simple expression of the plan; its modern character built up without striving for 
any artificiality, singled it out as one of the best of the type submitted. 

The plan submitted by H. A. Kemp, of the University of Illinois, shows a very good disposition of the 
principal elements, the pools and bath house arrangement especially found favor. The plan of the building 
however was not so satisfactory, the shape of the reception room with staircases leading to an element on 
the roof, (uncalled for in the program), was adversely criticized. “The elevation while in good scale is not 
particularly meritorious, but the problem was well solved which alone placed it among the highest awards. 

The projet submitted by D. D. Morgan, of Carnegie Institute of Technology, presented a good solution. 
The principal elements are well disposed of, but the plan of the building met with adverse criticism. The 
corridor arrangement is not very satisfactory, the dining room and lounge are enclosed on three sides without 
window openings; in this respect the opportunity of opening up the lounge with a view to the diving board 
is entirely missed. ‘The elevation is very good in composition with a pleasing modern character. 


+ PREBULLEAIN of the BE AUX. 


The projet submitted by J. T. Howard, of Yale University, is a simple direct solution that adequately 
solves the problem. The elevation justly expresses the plan, but the fenestration has a feeling of monotony. 
This would be more evident were the building erected, for then under no conditions of lighting, would the 
window areas show the same feeling, simulating as they now do, wall panels rather than windows. The 
diagonal placing of the plan on this sheet was criticised as searching for some irrational form without any 
reasoning. 


The drawing submitted by C. R. Drake, of the University of Illinois, did not find universal favor. The 
plan of the building was satisfactory and the parti was a good solution; the cabanas or bath houses are not 
very accessible to the beach, and the wading pool was too far removed from the club house. The elevation 
is not very dignified or architectural; all glass facades under extreme temperature conditions are anything 
but livable, especially when in the-vicinity of sun-baked terraces. 


The drawing by VY. Pellegrino, of Atelier Hirons-Prentice, was in itself an excellent and interesting sheet 
beautifully presented, with an oriental character that would eminently have fitted it for an archaeology 
problem. ‘The parti is a very good one, with the pools well placed with respect to the beach and club house. 
This plan has an openness that many other plans lacked, and which would for a beach club be very desirable. 


The elevation while a direct expression of the plan, is clothed with a form peculiar to the Chinese temples, 
and if erected at Hong Kong as the drawing designated, would probably find favor. The designer showed 
great cleverness, not only with his draughtmanship, but also with his design, and his award is well merited. 


The projet of G. E. Foster, of Yale University, is a successful solution that met with almost universal 
approval for its direct and simple form, in which the elements are incorporated in a very serviceable manner. 


The elevation is distinctive and appropriate, and shows how good design can weave even an oriental 
style into such pleasing architecture, providing the fundamentals of good planning are there. This design 
is a credit to its author who fully deserves his success. 


Haro.tp Tatron, New York, N. Y. 


CLASS “A” V ESQUISSE-ESQUISSE 
““AN ENTRANCE TO A ZOOLOGICAL GARDEN” 


The Jury was of the opinion that this problem was a most interesting one, permitting the student 
unlimited possibilities which, however, were taken advantage of in very few instances and this is generally 
the case in the esquisse-esquisse competitions. 


In judging this problem, the Jury gave careful consideration to the arrangement of the automobile drive- 
way, walks for pedestrians, Guard House and the entrance feature which was the important element men- 
tioned in the program. 


Many of the designs submitted showed heavy bridge-like construction across the “pass”, blocking 
altogether the open idea which would give a more imposing entrance to a Zoological Garden in the far West. 


The drawing of H. P. Conaway, Yale University, was most interesting of all because of its straight- 
forward solution and attractive presentation. The pylons of the entrance being the most important feature 
with the guard house to one side, permitting perfect control of the “pass”. 


The drawing of J. W. Breed, University of Pennsylvania, was commended because of the free, rugged 
and open solution, as well as having a good presentation. The design was well suited to the conditions and 
surroundings. 


The drawing of R. Ayers, Yale University, would have been a great deal better, had the guard house 
and the rock supporting not been so excessively large, and also had the guard house been placed lower in 
relation to the driveway, so that proper supervision could have been maintained over the “pass’’. 


Wo. W. Know es, New York, N. Y. 


DEPARTMENT OF MURAL PAINTING, PROGRAM VIII 


ce 


A PAINTED THEATRE CURTAIN AND PROSCENIUM” 


In the last problem of the year issued by the Mural Painting Department of the B.A.I.D., the Jury was 
disappointed in the comparatively few designs submitted and in the lack of appreciation of the definite 
requirements for which the program called. Many ably executed designs were rejected because of inade- 
quacies of the parti, being too atmospheric and third-dimensional in character to recognize the flatness and 
purpose of a theatre curtain. The scale and quality of the ornament was criticised in several instances as 
well as the illustrative subject matter and treatment which was too specific to be suitable for the variety of 
performances which would necessarily take place in a small community theatre. In the First Medal and 
three Second Medal awards the designs were all of a more abstract character and universal in appeal as well 
as being sufficiently restrained in color to make for an enduring quality, which was thought by the Jury to 
be a commendable feature in a permanent theatre curtain. The character of the architecture in the pro- 
scenium, to a degree, excluded the adaptation of period decoration and obviously called for a modern and 
inventive type of design which would be more in accord with the architectural setting. 


Ricuarp A. Ratusone, New Haven, Conn. 
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Judgment of May 31, 19033 
DEPARTMENT OF ARCHITECTURE 
CLASS “A” V PROJET 
\“A MONUMENT TO JOHANN SEBASTIAN BACH” 


To commemorate the colossal genius of Johann Se- 
bastian Bach, a group of societies founded in his name 
propose to erect a monumental festival auditorium that 
will serve as a perpetual inspiration to keep alive the 
tradition -of adequate performance of his works and 
those of a similar nature by other master composers. 
The auditorium is to be placed in a suburban park of 
a large city, so that it will be assured of ideal surround- 
ings. It will serve as the Mecca of musical culture for 
the inhabitants of a large surrounding district and for 
visitors from more distant points. An annual festival 
is contemplated, such as is given at Bethlehem, Pa., 
Salzburg, Austria; Bayreuth and Munich, Germany; 
Prague, Czecho-Slovakia; and other similar places in 
Europe. Intermediate concerts would be given during 
the remainder of the year. 

For this purpose there would be organized and 
maintained a great community choir, and a staff of 
conductors and organists, drawn from those who would 
use the institution as a means of furthering their musi- 
cal studies and technique. 

The site selected is level and within easy walking 
distance of the suburban station and automobile and 
bus parking terminal, no provision for vehicular traffic 
and parking need be made, except a limited amount for 
the service of the building and the convenience of the 
performers or those engaged in practice or study. Such 
provision should not interfere with the treatment of 
the grounds as a fine setting for the building and the 
convenience of the attending audience and visitors who 
may wish to promenade outside during intermissions. 
Requirements: 

1. A vestibule which should provide convenient and 
controlled entrance, rapid and efficient connecting cir- 
culation and exit. No ticket offices are required, but 
since visitors come from distances, inquiry stations 
should be provided in connection with the entrances. 
The vestibule may be developed into a single prome- 
nade foyer, or it may connect several foyers where 
groups may gather during intermissions. 

2. In connection with the vestibule and foyers should 
be placed the usual dependencies, such as check rooms, 
smoking and retiring rooms, lavatories and toilets, and 
stairs for any dependencies placed in the basement. 

3., An auditorium with a seating capacity of 2,500 
people disposed on an orchestra floor, and balconies if 
desired. No boxes or loges are required. 

Provision for general and special lighting must be 
made. Natural daylight may be used if desired, but 
is not obligatory. 

Consideration for the accepted principles of acous- 
tical science, visibility, comfort and safety in seating 
and circulation must be given in the choice of a shape 
for the auditorium. 

Adequate vertical circulation must be provided to 
the balconies (galleries) if necessary. 

4. Since the production is confined to such musical 
works as chorals, symphonies in which choirs partici- 
pate, choral spectacles and organ recitals, no compli- 
cated proscenium stage, involving change of scenery or 
background, is necessary. The concert stage should 


seem to be very much part of the auditorium proper 
and amply provide for a choir of 500 singers, space 
in front for a spectacle or procession, and an orchestra 
pit for 100 pieces. ‘The orchestra pit is to be raised 
or lowered as well as the organ console, so that the 
orchestra may be exposed or screened as desired. This 
stage should have generous dimensions and proportions 
and various movable levels to permit visibility and 
proper sound effects produced by varying the arrange- 
ment of the performers at different times. 

5. The great organ will be the dominating feature 
of the room. It may be disposed across the rear of 
the stage or divided into two flanking sections. ‘The 
echo organ may be incorporated in the ceiling treat- 
ment or placed in the auditorium opposite from the 
stage. The necessary organ chambers, lofts and spaces 
for machinery must be provided at the rear and sides. 
The pipes shall be housed behind great grilles or 


“screens deemed efficient and expressive by the designer. 


6. There must be provided a room for receptions 
and gatherings by the performers, two rooms for re- 
hearsals, a working library for the particular type of 
music to which the auditorium is dedicated, a small 
exhibition room for historical matter and relics per- 
taining to Bach, several small practice rooms, a num- 
ber of small dressing rooms for the use of the choir 
members, orchestra and conductor, and two large ones 
for performers taking part in spectacles. In addition, 
there should be provided the necessary toilets and lava- 
tories. All these elements may be disposed on more 
than one floor if desired. 

7. A tower or elevated gallery opened to the air 
must be provided, from which Bach chorales may be 
played by a trombone choir to announce the opening 
of a festival session. 

8. Incorporated as an exterior feature of the build- 
ing, or as a freestanding feature of the entourage, must 
be provided a commemorative monument to Bach. 

9. The spirit of the building, both exterior and in- 
terior, should be expressive of the dignity, grandeur 
and solemnity of the type of musical works that are to 
be performed. Some of these will even be religious in 
character. While they may be dramatic, they are never 
theatrical or commercial. Since there is no change of 
scenery, the architectural and decorative treatment of 
the interior, especially the background of the stage, 
should be designed to be in constant harmony, not only 
with the character of the room itself but with the va- 
ried concerts that may be given. 

The building shall not exceed 300 feet in its great- 
est dimension in plan. 

Jury or Awarp: Theodore E. Blake, Richard H. 
Dana, Joseph H. Freedlander, Frederick G. Frost, 
James Gambaro, Frederick A. Godley, John Theodore 
Haneman, Frank H. Holden, Caleb Hornbostel, 
George Jacoby, L. Bancel LaFarge, George A. Licht, 
Gabriel Massena, Samuel R. Moore, Ronald Hoyt 
Pearce, Robert Perry Rodgers, Eldredge Snyder, Row- 
land Snyder, Eugene Steinhof, Harry Sternfeld, R. 
Doulton Stott, A. T. Sutcliffe, Seth Talcott, Harold 
Tatton, John V. VanPelt, Ralph TIT. Walker, Leon- 
ard B. Wamnes, Arthur Ware, Wakefield Worcester. 

NuMBER OF DRAWINGS SUBMITTED: 189. 


AWARDS 


ATELIER ADAMS-NELSON: 
NO AWARD: 3. 


ARMOUR INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY: 
OPTION I 
HALF MENTION: M. Altschuler, IT. D. Luckett. 
NO AWARD: 3. 
ATELIER BIEG: 
NO AWARD: 1. 
HORS concours: F. D. Chapman. 
CARNEGIE INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY: 
OPTION I 
FIRST MEDAL: W. R. James. 
MENTION: L. J. Crook, M. 8S. Holdstein, G. D. 
Williams. 
HALF MENTION: F. O’C. Church, W. E. Davis, 
J. A. Desmone, M. D. Grow, M. B. Hudale, 
W. J. Kreps, R. M. Law, W. N. Manning, H. 
S. Miller. 
NO AWARD: 6. 
HORS concours: V. Battista, M. Shapiro. 
CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA: 


OPTION I 
FIRST MEDAL: S. TI. Stathes. 
SECOND MEDAL: V. F. Duckett. 
MENTION: C. S. Callander, C. A. Vecellio, J..L. R. 
Grand. 
HALF MENTION: W. C. Suite, S. Walter. 
NO AWARD: 1. 
Hors concours: A. E. Alexander, A. M. Rinau- 
dot. 
CLEVELAND SCHOOL OF ARCHITECTURE, W. R. U.: 
OPTION II 
NO AWARD: 5. 
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY: 
OPTION I 
SECOND MEDAL: A. Halasz. 
MENTION: S. E. Florant, J. J. Martiner. 
HALF MENTION: H. M. Cohn, L. L. George, E. A. 
Neale, P. B. Schechter, C. F. Stamirowski. 
NO AWARD: 4. 
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY, EXTENSION ATELIER: 
SECOND MEDAL: L. E. Parrish. 
HALF MENTION: P. Birnbaum, S. Schuman. 
NO AWARD: 6. 
ATELIER DENVER: 
NO AWARD: 1. 
ATELIER ESCHWEILER-MILWAUKEE: 
HALF MENTION: A. W. Icke. 
GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY: 
OPTION I 
NO AWARD: 1. 
HARVARD UNIVERSITY: 
OPTION I 
MENTION: P. Flanagan, E. J. Kump. 
HALF MENTION: K. H. Newton. 
NO AWARD: 3. 
Hors concours: A. O. Willauer. 
ATELIER HIRONS-PRENTICE: 
NO AWARD: 
ATELIER LOS ANGELES: 
NO AWARD: l. 
NEW YORK ARCHITECTURAL CLUB: 
HALF MENTION: J. Diefenbach. 
NEW YORK UNIVERSITY: 
OPTION II 
SECOND MEDAL: N. Ruzza, G. Salerni. 
NO AWARD: 19. 
HorS concours: R. S. Hertzberg, J. Kabatsky, H. 
H. Siegel. 
OKLAHOMA AGRIC. & MECHANICAL COLLEGE: 
OPTION II 
NO AWARD: 2. 
PHILADELPHIA ATELIER: 
MENTION: J. S. Carver. 
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PRINCETON UNIVERSITY: 
OPTION II 
NO AWARD: 1. 
HORS concours: S. A. Kaufman, J. A. Kerr. 
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS: 
OPTION I 

MENTION: C. R. Bender, F. H. Hookham, W. M. 
Horowitz, A. W. Kirschenbaum, H. S. Kruse, 
A. M. Ulvestad, M. E. Glicken. 

HALF MENTION: J. L. Coppersmith, A. J. DeFilip- 
pis, S. Evans, B. X. Forester, W. Goldberg, T. J. 
Glaza, W. F. Newkirk, L. R. Oman, E. Pollak, 
A. Rigolo, G. M. Syversen, C. W. Thomason, 
J. A. Wares, W. A. Walther. 

NO AWARD: 9. 

HORS CoNcouURS: J. Stein, V. Ulfeldt. 

UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME: 

OPTION I 
HALF MENTION: L. R. Chreist, G. H. Sherwood. 
NO AWARD: 9. 

UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA: 

OPTION II 

FIRST MEDAL: ‘I. S. Culbertson. 

SECOND MEDAL: R. O. Evans, J. J. Waferling, L. 
M. Wolff. 

NO AWARD: 9. 

UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA: 
OPTION I 

MENTION: W. S. Brodie, C. A. Lindgren. 

HALF MENTION: M. Gochnauer, W. T. Munford. 

NO AWARD: 2. 

YALE UNIVERSITY: 
OPTION II 

FIRST MEDAL: M. Mason. 

SECOND MEDAL: E. Saarinen, C. A. Schofield. 

NO AWARD: 6, 

HORS concours: H. E. Grieshaber. 

UNAFFILIATED: 
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS: 
NO AWARD: 2. 
DAYTON, OHIO: 
NO AWARD: 1. 
LA SALLE, ILLINOIS: 
NO AWARD: 1. 
NEW HAVEN, CONNECTICUT: 

NO AWARD: l. 

NEW -YORK CITY AND: VICINITY: 

HALF MENTION: L, ‘Shulman, A. Zamshnick. 


Judgment of June 5, 1933 


DEPARTMENT OF MURAL PAINTING 
PROGRAM VIII 
“A PAINTED THEATRE CURTAIN AND PROSCENIUM” 


The subject of this problem is the design of a curtain 
and proscenium for a small community theatre, as 
shown in the accompanying print. “The style and color 
of the decoration is left entirely to the student. 

Jury or Awarp: Dunbar Beck, D. Putnam Brin- 
ley, Hildreth Meiere, Lillian Gaertner Palmedo, R. A. 
Rathbone, Winold Reiss, Eugene G. Steinhof. 

NuMBER OF DraAwiNncs SuBMITreD: 45. 


AWARDS 


BEAUX-ARTS ATELIER: 
FIRST MENTION: C. C. Dean, S. Eldredge. 
MENTION: C. B. Gilbert. 
NO AWARD: 3. 
CORNELL UNIVERSITY: 
NO AWARD: 3. 
NATIONAL ACADEMY OF DESIGN: 
MENTION: M..G. Strack. 
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PHILADELPHIA ATELIER: 
NO AWARD: 1. 
UNIVERSITY OF DENVER: 
MENTION: J. Shepard, T. Braden. 
NO AWARD: 9. 
YALE UNIVERSITY: 
FIRST MEDAL: F. McNitt. 
SECOND MEDAL: L. V. Haber, E. Howe, H. J. 
Rabinovitz. 
FIRST MENTION: J. E. Brinsmade. 
MENTION: G. Banever, A. B. Browne, R. B. Green, 
E. Kingman, S. Schiff, E. G. Thompson. 
NO AWARD: 8. 
UNAFFILIATED: 
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA: 
NO AWARD: 1. 
MOYLAN, PENNSYLVANIA: 
NO AWARD: 1. 
NEW YORK CITY AND VICINITY: 
NO AWARD: 1. 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI: 
NO AWARD: 1. 


Judgment of June 6, 1933 


DEPARTMENT OF ARCHITECTURE 
CExss. BV PROJET 


“‘a BEACH CLUB” 


A colony of residents at a seashore resort have de- 
cided to build a club house where dining, dancing, 
swimming, and surf bathing may be enjoyed the greater 
part of the year. Beach front property of indefinite 
extent is approached from the land side which is to 
the north. 


Requirements: 


1. The Club 
A. A large hall for dancing and general re- 
ception, ° 
B. A dining room for 120. 
C. Kitchen services. 
D. Lounge room giving access to bath houses, 
showers, etc. 
E. Dining and lounging terrace overlooking 
the beach front, and accessible from A, 
By and, 1D: 
2. “The Swimming Pool 
~ F. One pool 50 by 150 feet for fancy diving, 
and expert swimmers. 
G. Smaller pool for swimming instruction. 
H. A wading pool for children. 

3. The Cabanas 

4.» Parking Area 

Grouped about the swimming pools and the beach 
proper will be tents and canvas shelters, umbrellas, 
etc., providing places of shelter for bathers both in the 
surf and in the pools. 

Jury or Awarp: W. Pope Barney, Dwight James 
Baum, C. W. Beeston, Randolph Bolles, Harvey Wiley 
Corbett, Paul Cret, Donald A. Fletcher, William Gil- 
lette, Jr., John Theodore Haneman, A. C. Jackson, 
Louis E. Jallade, William Welles Knowles, Luther S. 
Lashmit, Julian Clarence Levi, Livingston Longfellow, 
H. Oothout Milliken, George N. Pauly, Edward Ne- 
carsulmer, J. B. Newman, Robert Perry Rodgers, 
Henry R. Sedgwick, William H. Stangle, R. Doulton 
Stott, Francis Swales, Harold Tatton, Leonard: B. 
Wamnes, H. S. Waterbury, Hermon Wick. 

NuMBER OF Drawincs SUBMITTED: 256. 


AWARDS 
ATELIER ADAMS-NELSON: 
MENTION: C. B. Koncevic, V. B. Spector. 
HALF MENTION: D. W. Klibanow, B. IT. Moravec. 
ARMOUR INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY: 
OPTION I 

MENTION: M. D. Kalischer. 

HALF MENTION: J. P. Donnelly, H. Martorano, 
R. J. Schwab, C. T. Seaberg, R. Stuermer. 

NO AWARD: 6. 

CARNEGIE INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY: 
OPTION I 

FIRST MENTION PLACED: D. D. Morgan. 

FIRST MENTION: S. J. Linton. 

MENTION: J. “I. Baker, We S. Carlson, J. A. 
Carnes, E. M. Craig, E. W. Hazel, W. G. Hein, 
E. J. Mackey, L. P. Manson, G. A. Milono, 
A. L. Pohland, E. G. Rigg, J. von der Lancken, 
G. B. Giesey, C. F. Slater. 

HALF MENTION: E. J. Brunettini, J. I. Calvert, S. 
De Coopers. (S.1 Crocker, Ry Wy Darrahe janes 
Divvens, W. C. Dowler, W. W. P. Hart, W. J. 
Henger, G. E. Hoffman, P. B. Kiel, W. B. Kluz, 
B. J. Liff, N. L. Maczkov, J. S. McKenzie, T. 
L Orgill, J.-E. Paris; A. E. Pressey, Fs J. Scar- 
lett, K. B. Schock, N. W. Sparks, A. J. Speyer, 
F. R. Streba. 

NO AWARD: 9. 


CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA: 
OPTION I 


MENTION: P. L. Gaudreau, P. A. LaBagnara, F. P. 
Patterson. 

HALF MENTION: C. M. Dick, J. H. Schlaudecker. 

NO AWARD: 2. 

CHICAGO TECHNICAL COLLEGE: 

MENTION: J. F. Wolf, W. L. Paul, F. H. Schaar. 

HALF MENTION: R. W. Anderson, J. E. Harrison, 
W. W. Jenkins, G. E. Kleinsmith, W. Selle, 
H. Nelson. 

HORS concours: D. J. Gutensky. 


CLEVELAND SCHOOL OF ARCHITECTURE, W. R. U:: 
OPTION II 


NO AWARD: 5. 
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY: 
OPTION I 

FIRST MENTION: W. E. Broggi. 

MENTION: R. A. Jacobs, B. R. Kleigman, D. J. 
Kohan, W. R. M. Mackay, S. Rapaport, C. D. 
Stillman, E. S. Tuthill, H. K. Wearne, E. B. 
Wilkens. 

HALF MENTION: R. L. Corsbie, J. Huberland, T. 
Kilmarx, I. L. Levett, C. E. Tilton, L. C. Win- 
ter. 

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY, EXTENSION ATELIER: 

MENTION: D. C. O’Connell, J. Russo. 

HALF MENTION: L. D. Olpin. 

CRANE JUNIOR COLLEGE: : 
HALF MENTION: A, Bernstein. 
NO AWARD: 3. 

ATELIER DENVER: 

HALF MENTION: A. W. Anderson. 

NO AWARD: 2. 

ATELIER ESCHWEILER-MILWAUKEE: 

MENTION: M. H. Konrad. 

HALF MENTION: W. Pollatz. 

NO AWARD: 1. 

GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY: 
OPTION I 

MENTION: H. L. Boutin. 

HALF MENTION: J. M. Berry, K. M. Cutler, E. W. 
Dreyfuss, W. V. Lee, B. T. Simmons. 

NO AWARD: 2. 


GEORGIA SCHOOL OF TECHNOLOGY: 

OPTION I 
MENTION: W. L. Addkison. 

ATELIER HIRONS-PRENTICE: 

FIRST MENTION PLACED: V. Pellegrino. 

JOHN HUNTINGTON POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE: 
OPTION I 

HALF MENTION: E. G. Hayducek, S. J. Szabo, G. 
W. Tammen. 

NO AWARD: l. 

ATELIER LOS ANGELES: 

NO AWARD: 3. 

MARYLAND INSTITUTE ATELIER: 
NO AWARD: 1, 
ATELIER NEWARK: 

HALF MENTION: F. E. Fox. 
NEW YORK UNIVERSITY: 
OPTION II 
FIRST MENTION: J. Fabricius, A. Lyras, A. J. 
Mascolo. 
NO AWARD: 14. 
OKLAHOMA AGRIC. & MECHANICAL COLLEGE: 
OPTION II 

NO AWARD: 4. 
PHILADELPHIA ATELIER: 

FIRST MENTION: P. T. d’Entremont. 

MENTION: A. H. Borz, H. J. Kienzlen, J. H. Glea- 
son. 

HALF MENTION: C. H. Archer, H. C. Forbes, Jr., 
T. McDowell, C. A. Mettee, A. Walder. 

PRINCETON UNIVERSITY: 
OPTION II 
NO AWARD: 1. 
HORS concours: C. E. Brush. 
ATELIER RECTAGON OF BUFFALO: 
NO AWARD: 2. 
ATELIER THIRTEEN: 

NO AWARD: 1. 

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS: 

FIRST MENTION PLACED: C, R. Drake, H. A. Kemp. 

FIRST MENTION: W. Corbett, W. S. Kinne, S. M. 
Stoshitch, A. Schaffner, J. A. Vedra. 

MENTION: R. E. Drover, F. B. Frederickson, A. 
M. Goedde, G. R. Johnson, J. R. Kossuth, A. T. 
Kurek, G. J. Lindl, J. S. Reisner, J.P. Schierer, 
R. W. Surplice, K. A. Smith, M. O. Urbahn. 

HALF MENTION: W. H. Buchholz, A. E. Gonzalez, 
D. L. Soltker, C. L. Senefeld, F. A. Szilvasy, 
F. V. Traynor, P. G. Wuss. 

NO AWARD: 6. 

HorS concours: E. G. Glasser, M. Lapota. 

UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME: 
OPTION I 

MENTION: W. Newberry. 

HALF MENTION: J. J. Brust, F. R. Kellogg, I. 
Sandmeier. 

NO AWARD: 3. 

UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA: 
NO AWARD: 1. 

UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA: 

OPTION II z 
FIRST MENTION: B.S. Linfoot, R. H. Miller. 
NO AWARD: 10. 

UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA: 

OPTION I 

MENTION: A. M. Gaynor, Jr. 

HALF MENTION: J. P. Gibson, Jr., V. G. Gilmore, 
G. C. Hunter, Jr. 

NO AWARD: 1. 

YALE UNIVERSITY: 
OPTION II 
FIRST MENTION PLACED: G. E. Foster, Jr., R. F. 
Hills, J. IT. Howard, W. H. vanBenschoten. 
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FIRST MENTION: F. C. Rogers. 
NO AWARD: 7. 

UNAFFILIATED: 

BUFFALO, NEW YORK: 

MENTION: A. J. Nisita. 

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS: 

NO AWARD: Il. 

HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA: 
HALF MENTION: J. L. Steele. 

INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA: 

HALF MENTION: R. Shuttleworth. 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA: 

NO AWARD: 1. 

NEW YORK CITY AND VICINITY: 
FIRST MENTION: E. D. Anderson, Jr. 
HALF MENTION: W. W. W. Jones. 
NO AWARD: 3. 

PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA: 
MENTION: E. J. Flemming. 

PHOENIX, ARIZONA: 

NO AWARD: lI. 

PORTLAND, MAINE: 
NO AWARD: l. 

STATE COLLEGE, PENNSYLVANIA: 
NO AWARD: 1. 


CLASS “A” V ESQUISSE-ESQUISSE 
“AN ENTRANCE TO A ZOOLOGICAL GARDEN” 


The United States Government has created on a 
rather extensive scale a Zoological Garden in the out- 
skirts of one of the large cities of the far West. “The 
entrance is between towering canyon walls, and con- 
sequently the setting provides for a magnificent ap- 
proach to the Garden. 

The subject of this problem is the design of the 
monumental entrance. Motor cars and busses will be 
allowed within the gates, and it is therefore necessary 
that two driveways, each twelve feet wide, be allowed 
for. In addition ample room for ingress and egress 
of pedestrians must be furnished. ‘Turnstile control 
need not be provided at this entrance since. there will 
be parking inside and the control will be located at 
an inner gate beyond this point. 

Accommodations for the guards and state police 
will be supplied in a small building which should be 
an integral part of the composition and should include 
a lounge, locker room and toilet and shower facilities 
for ten men. 

The greatest over-all dimension of the composition 
shall not exceed 75 feet. 

Jury or Awarp: Paul Cret, John Theodore Hane- 
man, A. Musgrave Hyde, A. C. Jackson, Louis E. 
Jallade, William Welles Knowles, Edward Necarsul- 
mer, Francis Swales, H. S. Waterbury, Hermon Wick. 

NuMBER OF DRAWINGS SUBMITTED: 164. 


AWARDS 

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY: 

HALF MENTION: L. L. George. 
IOWA STATE COLLEGE: 

HALF MENTION: P. M. Heffernan. 
NEW YORK UNIVERSITY: 

HALF MENTION: R. L. DuBrul, J. Stenken. 
UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA: 

MENTION: J. W. Breed. 

HALF MENTION: 1. Wistar. 
YALE UNIVERSITY: 

MENTION: R. Ayers, H. P. Conaway. 

HALF MENTION: E. Saarinen. 
UNAFFILIATED: 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI: 

HALF MENTION: J. Gorman. 
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First Medal—T. S. Culbertson, University of Pennsylvania 
CLASS “A” V PROJET—“A MONUMENT TO JOHANN SEBASTIAN BACH” 
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First Medal—M. Mason, Yale University 
CLASS “A” V PROJET—“A MONUMENT TO JOHANN - SEBASTIAN BACH” 
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First Mention Placed—R. F. Hills, Yale University 
CLASS “B” V PROJET—“A BEACH CLUB” 
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First Mention Placed—D. D. Morgan, Carnegie Institute of Technology 
CLASS “B” V PROJET—“A BEACH. CLUB” 
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First Mention Placed—C. R. Drake, University of Illinois 
CLASS “B” V PROJET—“‘A BEACH CLUB” 
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First Mention Placed—G. IE. Foster, Yale University 
CLASS “B” V PROJET—“A BEACH CLUB” 
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Mention—J. W. Breed, University of Pennsylvania Mention—H. P. Conaway, Yale University 


CLASS “A” V ESQUISSE-ESQUISSE—“AN ENTRANCE TO A ZOOLOGICAL GARDEN” 


ATi No ETE UTE-of DESIGN 23 
| 


First Medal—F. McNitt, Yale University 
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Second Medal—L. V. Haber, Yale University 
DEPARTMENT OF MURAL PAINTING, PROGRAM VIII-—“A PAINTED THEATRE CURTAIN AND PROSCENIUM” 


The BULLETIN of the BEAUX-ARTS INSTITUTE of DESIGN 


Second Medal—H. J. Rabinovitz, Yale University 


Second Medal—E. Howe, Yale University 
DEPARTMENT OF MURAL PAINTING, PROGRAM VIJI—“A PAINTED THEATRE CURTAIN AND PROSCENIUM” 


